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y ,ABSTRACT |
Attegpts to explaln poor académic performance of .
Mexican American bilingual ‘students have relied primarily on two '

‘., causative models: home and school. Both models were evaluated with
‘data from a matched sample- of publlc school bilingual Mexican -
American children from grades 1-8, zin. a medium sized Sofith-Central
Texas communlty. The control group students, identified as low
achievers, were participants. in a compensatory. educational program
which consisted of a modified behavioral modification schedule and
strategy de51gned to stimutate academic achievement through: the
usual token’ economy reward structure; the use of bilingual gutors and
various ‘cultural activities designed to strengthen the self-concept
of the Mexican American child; an effort to enlist the family's
interest and cooperatlon in the educational process. These students
were matched by age, grade, skx and social ¢lass with other Mexican
American students not identified as poor achievers. Students in both
groups, were surveyed and tested in the fall and spring with ,the . -
Metropolltan Achievement Test, the Plers-Harrls Self-concept Scale,
and measures of interdal/external social power. Teacher's evaluative
“ratings’ were obtained and parents vere interviewed in both time
periods. After one year, experimental subjects had significantly
higher reading and mdth scores and improved self- -concepts, Regre551on )
analy51s indicated higher achievement scor were due to self-concept
-gains, a result of the interaction of posi 1ve family and school
expectations. ‘(Author/NQ) ' L -
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A
RESEARCH PROBLEM

: The history of the treatment of Mexican Americans by U. S. public schools

Most Mexican Americans,

\

is a history of dlscrxmination, neglect and failure.

¥
-

\

therefore, remember their educatlonal experiences negat@yely and have achiqyed
and attained less educationally than Anglo Americans. ubstantiation<£§;‘
. - 4 .

these genéralizations rest with the personal comments, testimony and research

) - .

of a variety of .educators, authors and socialssc1ent1sts (Reynolds, 1933;

Sanchez}31967, BrusFell l968 Ullbarri 1969; Carter, 19703 Grebler ‘Guzman

i
.and Moor?& l970 u. S. Commisslon on Clvil R1ghts, 1971, 1972 l973 1974).

1]

In attempts to explain why the educational achievement and attainment of
. . N AN . N
ﬁexican{Americans is below that of Anglo Amefdcans, researchers have relied,

2

on two primary models. One model locates the ‘reason for this educational

0y Y
. e N . . =~ . -
failure in the Mexican. American child. The other model utilizing a totally
different explanatiOn for low egucatlonal achievemernt and attainment *locates
&, e

the reason,in the schools, especially in.assignment policies, tracking prac-
Cices and-teachers pattitudes. Researchers using either model, howewer,

generally agree that bi—lingual Mexican American students have the most negative
school‘eiierience and,exhibit poor éducational performance (Darcy, 1953; John-

“

-~

The\purpose of

.

":his research is th evaluatenghe two models offered in the literature to /

- . ’

explain low levels of Mexican Ameriqan educaLional achievement and attainment
,5- " R ~

“and to propose an additional model which synthesizes portions of each.
‘ - ' , ’ * * . » !
i . ’ - : - - . N —l—- . \ ‘t
) .
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synthgtic fodel is one in which teachers expectations of Mexican American

I3

'student educational performance are.hypothesized to interact with family*

.
. 4

- social position and parentif value expectationg to impact on student self-~

_children. And it should not be denied that a variety of school‘districts -

.tions after school graduatiOn (Lopez, 1976) . -

h AT
<

swconcept and social power, which in turn, exercise a direct effeédt on ‘

student "achievement and‘performance.— . , " .

. - e

' REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE i - %

)

» Even with the documented hlstory of poor Mexican American educational

achievement, some ‘cite thé recent enactment of the Bi-Lingudl Education Act of
< [ »
l968 as evidence of federal support for innowgtive and experimental programs

= . .

to modify the educational experlen%es of Spanish speaking Mekican American n.,

v

4 L Y
.

have responded with programs designed to '"change the child". Eecent statistics,

however, indicate Mexican American youth are still not receiving an equal

> +

educational opportuhity (as measured é¥ther by the outplits af achfevement ot
R . .

b
¢ »

‘ {
attainment). Mexican American studentshcontinue to manifest high dropout rates
¢

(Felice, 1973), low achievement performance/(Coleman, 1966 U. S. Commission

. ~

on Civil Rights, 1971) and reduced access to middle and/or high prestige occupa-.

=~ .

The moﬁt comprehensive recent report on the educational attainment and
. av ! -
performance of Mexican Americans comes ftom the Mexican American Education.
. r e
Study conducted by’ the u. S. Commission on Civil Rights. In the first‘report

. s, Commission on.Civil nghts, l97la), the ethnic isolation and segregétion

of Mexican: Americans is detailed. Findings reveal Mexican American sf/dents

’

to be isolated within a few schools in school districts and to b ethnically -
- .-

segregated in. the pther schools!n'the district. The second eport in the N

-
re ) A

series (l971h) comments on the results of such isblation nd segregation, with

,
. . . ~
e « . < P ; / 7
a . - " . 4
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'(Reynolds, 19333 Sanchez, 1967 Brusséll l96? and Ullbarri 1969),

data which reveal Mexican AmeXjcans manlfest l;wer reading achievement less grade '_

' A ¢
advdncement less, extracurricular school activities and higher erpout rates.
!
Other research suppor;ing these’ findings includes Goleman Cl966) Felice (1973)
. .
and Lopez (1976) Thesé recentsstatistics on(%he educatlonal performance of

' ' -

Mexican Am;ricans ‘are consistent with f1nd1ngs reported in earlier studies’

)

One model of explanation for th1s low educational performance Yf Mexican
J

’ Amerlcans locates the cause id the bi- lingual status and cultural values of

I f i

) Mex1can ébciety Some of those who propose th1s model suggest it is valid due

- -

i<to the bi-lingual néture of magy Mex1can American youth and the partiCular
,prbblems bi~lingualism in Spanlsh presents (Holland 1960; Matluck and Mace,

: ’1973) Some social sc1ent1sts have even contended that bi-linguals are inferior,

in intelligence to mono~linguals (Jones and Stewart l9Sl Johnson,/l953T‘

[4

‘ Others have found bi—linguals less able to comprehend bas1c English (Carrow,‘

[

_~l972 Matlock and Mace,;l973) Aceording to this interpretation of "the

t’ouble is wi.th the child" mode, lower achievement performance is due to the :

Mexican Ameérican's bielingual status. The other interpretatioﬂ bf "the trouble
A , . N »

-

¥

is with the child" model locates the primary cause in the ¢ultural valdes and
cultural patterns of Mexicanrsociety. 'As Ulibarri (1939)'suggests, the rapid
urbanization of Mexican Americans from a traditlonally oriented society to an

’\’ » . %

achievement orfented soclety has made the socio-cultural patterns of'Aexican,

R . ‘ . . L - £

. American culture dysfunctional. .UIlibarri states that the value orientations o

‘e

- V4 c
of extended family strlicture, personalistic relationships, the slower tempo

]

. of 1life and a personal committment to work mhil%gfunctional in the rural Mexi-

v -« L N !
o . . N ) . / C.
can soclety are dysfunctional to contempprary V%' 8. Society and which pré~

d o

dispose many‘Meﬁican‘Americans to become members of a'"culturq of poverty",
- o \ .

-
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Spanish/school English) Lower socio-economic status Mexiean Americans are

ferences in family value patterns. As Ulibarri suggest’s (1969), “tha more -

»1969)."" The lower class, Spanish sp_eaking Mexican American family is seen

" not value. educatd.on highly, achieve less, attain leSs and d{op out at a higher

. she* may come to rejéct the educational idstitutlon and the larger society

P ‘ Y P _ ' S T e . A
féocio-—economz&c status is associated with both low educational performance, '} |

rural Mexican cultural values and bi-—lingual‘ status (especially home

-

more likely, ‘to speak only Spanish at home and imore likely to achievé less ’
- N ' . . ) s - o~

in s&hbol (Palomares, 1972). ! Other studies indicate this relationship is .

I ‘ . 1

fairly complex, with low family socio-economic status associated with-dif- T

* |-

-

rural dysfunctional ,value patterns of lower, class Mexican American families,

-

families more likely to speak only Spanish at home, are more congruent with - e

L]

less value of"education and the process bf schooling. A .general suspicious- '

L

ness oi’ sehooling permeates the lower class Mexican-—American home (Ulibarri,

A

to neither walue education, nor provide substantial encouragement to their‘

children for educational success. With the additional difficilties involved '

A

dud to the bi%lingual status of many Mexican American children (Darcy, 1953;

. ¢

Johnson, l953; Haugen, 1956; Peal angd’ Lambert, l96.2; MacNa_m}ra, '1966; Carrow, . .
= o '

Y

1972; Palomares 1972) it s not difficult to see‘ why such children woild

/’

rate than others._ The Mexican American €hild caught in this web of dif- . g

f1culty will have a negatlve school e.xperience of such magnitude that he or By

e = 2N

. . s . LA ¢ /.
.= . 2
. N L4

t:hat institution represents. ot

’

The other model foungg in the literature to e.xplain the low educational .
achievenient and attainmen@bf Mexican Americans locates the cause not in the

indivi‘dual child, but in the schools and in the failure of the eduerffional
. . ‘ )
institution -to. proviae 4n equal, educatiilal opportunity for Mexi¢an Americans.
- - [

) Prejudicial attitudes are one such reason for differential treatment;' in
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" Mexican American children in their classrooms. Whylwaste one's time?, Ethnic

firmed by student performance, especially in the case of the bi—lingual
. -

/child. Matlock and Mace (1973). document the phenomenon that certain language .

, perfotmance and/or failure. - T

K ., ' ..

.
LIRS - * Py ~
. -5= . . . -

M R R * LR o / LR | L o
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schodl: Kﬁowlton (1965:3) reports on the ethnic prejudicee of teachers

‘that equate Mexican American culture w1th intellectual inferiority. Carter.

° J

(1970) repoxts many tegchers simply do not make any attempt to educate they
L3 "» . - r ' . . > - ‘.

. .

ejudice provides teathers with extremely low expectations‘for Mexican

American achievement performance. These low egpectationé ére often con-
KY

characteristics of Spanlsh—English bl—lingualism 1ncrease a child s dif-

o~

ficulty in the perception of English, which may manifest itself,in lower. . \\
.. ) - . 2. T . ’
achievement performance, since assignments may be only partially understood,
. e - I3 % - .
etc. Thus, 'this pheégmenbn may generate or confirm thd expectation of poor oo

L)

0

As éuggested in the fifth report of the Civil'Rights1Co$mission (1973)
B S

¢ such differential attitudinal expectations concerning the abilities of

»

Mexican American ch®™dren become translated into actual differehcesjing' : .

+
I

behavior. Using a modification of Flander's interaction process ¢ tegories
g C .al § é g

.
\ ’ ,
-~ -

'(Flanders, 1963) the Civil Rights Commission Report (1973) c0ncludés that

teachers do not 1nteract as positively with Mexican American youth as with *

» 13

Anglos and that éelf fulrilling prophecies of failure are, generated and

sustained in the schools for Mexican Ameriecan children. Carter*;n;esearch <' i o
(1970) suggests that the §ombination of teachers differential expgctations |
aﬂé~behavior with other schOol practices such as tracking and pungtive
assignment policies leads to a situatien in which the schoo] itself chuses
the Mexican American child to‘fail. By, its rejection of the Mexican American,

3

.
: 3
.

the school forces poor acaHEmic petformance ?nd low educational attainment.‘

In order to ma1ntain any sort of healthy self-concept and, self—esteem, the
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have been reviewed. This synthetic model combines the lack of interest in,

Mexican American child is forced to reject the schdol ‘and tﬁe educational

~ . 7
* v IS

attaingent it cah providé, :

S .

-The alternative model of'explanationzdf low Mexican ﬁmerican achievement
N A . v » ., ‘ [V . .
performance proposed in this paper is a-sﬁntﬁesis of the two models wﬁich\

and lack of.support for education in the”iower class Spanish home with the 16%

’ .
L4

expectatlons of performance at school, to produce a negative school experience

for most Mexican Amerlcan chlldren. Lower class family position and ‘cultural
£

values which confirm less individuaé social power are,held to combine with )

.

v - i
negative school expectation of performance and the.lower self-concept such
expectations generate to produce poor achievemént performance. Poor academic

- M s

performance, if turn, conflrms feelings of inadequacy which leads t%éa Variety

-

of behavior including 6ruancy, poor grades, dropplng out of school and poor

job trdining. Bowles and Gintis (1476) comment extensively on the attitudes
toward- life and work created by schools, and how such labor force trécking .
* 4 *

serves the status quo of the econdmic system, Diagram A depicts the model '{
. ’ . .

proppsed in this paper, :
. oo - OIAGRAM A - .,
FAMILY SOCIAL : , ‘o
POSITION AND CULTURAL ~—————2__  STUDENT SOCIAL -
VALUES . , POWER ’. L .
\_ FAMII:Y - / . ) \ ) .
, EDUCATIONAL . “ACHIEVEMENT -
3 EXE:ZCTATIONS . / PERFORMANCE
y : w2 srupeNt sELF-T -

13

T - (/

. . W&A ’ - CONCEPT. R
°  SCHOOL PRACTICES ' , -, . P
TEACHERS EXPECTATIONS .}_.-., : - R

i

.
h 4

RN

.
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Simply stated;'the model hypothesiges’ that tﬁacﬁerfs egéectations of ;3
. . R l . - + ‘ .. %
!

. < . . L o
"student performance and parental social.pos¥tion®and cultural values have

a joint impagt on the Soanish bi-lingual Mexican American\child's self-

\\ concept and social -power, which jointly determine achievement performance. .o, j
. . ) 3 . - . . ) . " . ., J é’: : ;
L - . r * L : / . ‘ M . L
SAMPLE AND METHODOLOGY, - N : ' S ;
' . ?I /c “ - \ . - ¢ . %
. Data for this paper are from a.matched sample of birlingual;ﬁéxican . ' 4

_ American children from grades‘} through 8, in a medium %ised South-Central e J
_‘ ‘ \ ﬁ : A . ‘ . .
Texas community. ,Teachers and counselors from the schopl district identified

‘ Mexic&n Americap students‘they considered to be. in need of remedial eduea;

4

tional serwice for a government f1nanced§ locally admlnlstered tutoring

. !

- program, These students' 1dentif1ed as low achlevers and likely to become .

v
R + 4 hd *

truants-and dropouts,'wqte cogtacted by the administering Mexican Atherican
s LY A . y ‘ ‘ . . A
. ° P
organization to see if they would like ,to participate in this compensatory - F
. i * L4 - - '

) educéational progranm, The full program consisted of a modified behavioral

. - a
.modification schedule and strategy which was désigned to stimulate academic ' .
- ’ = . > .

achievement through the usual token _ecanomy reward st‘ucture but with'two

. ) !
additional Yeatures: onei_the/ggeaof bi-lingual tutors and a variety of |

cultural activities designed to strengthen ‘the self—concept of *he Mexican
v L4

American child and two, an effort ta enlist’the intereEt and cooperation of “

the child's family as a participant in the educational process. Tutoring ]

- l - +

: sessions occurred in small greups of 3-5 students after school 3 dayd a

week plus- some Saturdays. Studexﬁ partici,pating in, this program ‘were
A

matched with .other Mexican American students attending school.vho had not

v A

3

been identified by the staff as poor achievers. Stggents were natched.on o

four variahles‘ age, grade, se; and social cla8s. .The tontrol group:did

. . . - 1
' . - .
* . - ' ¢ / ' .
. * = +
- . - . -




. not particrpate in any’pro;ect act1v1£ies. .Students in both groups

were %Prveyed and tegted in"the fall and bpring with_ﬂhe Metropolitdn Y Lo
‘' ' (' . T ad
3
'K( Achievement Test, the Piers-Harris Seif-ancept Scale, measures of internal/

A
]

~ 77 external sociai'power, operationalized here hy Coleman'é'sense of control of .
. 'environnent'(l966) and several attitudinal and demographic measures.‘ Teacher's.

>
?

’. ] N ._ - ! g + '
evaluative ratings were obtained in fall and ‘spring and parents were 'inter-
viewed in.both tine perio&s by project'staff. . -

» . ~ . v
, . . . , s
5

~

. FIDINGS S . ‘ N ' e
Before and after reading and math achievemént scores for Mexiban'
) ///Xnerican bi+lingual etudenta'in'the experimental bi-lingual, bi-culgural . L .-
proéfam and‘in the’conttol setting are preaenteé in Tables 1 and‘é:'°
L 'TAg,’ES)landz" .

Results fzr both reading ani math scores are similar.

) 3
é ]

T-tests reveal

. - . . A *

[

differences in aclzlievement cores prior to the progra;n afe not significant _

t -
..

Yo . ’ ks . =
between the two groups.: Differences in 1975 scores betﬂgen the twa groups

'are statistically significant and indicate that students in the experi- .

. _ .

e f .
mental*bi-lingual, hi—cultural program have significantly increased their

&

achievemént over the'normal $chool increase as seen in the scores of the

™

It is important to underscore that this significantly higher

control group.

. rate of achievement . among the- experimental bi—lingual students is }ompletely
L3

opposite from what had been predicted‘bx%ﬁhe teachers.and counselors.,'
- These are th: same students labelled as poor achievéré and+likely truants
‘ . s . . ¢ S .
and school behavior problems. : N

4 v

‘ , . E 2
Tables 3 and 4 indicate the. chdliges in seif—concept and social powep——

-

: « - _ B
that took-place from the fall to spring time period, * & * .

“u Ia ’

TABLES 3 and 4




3 . ) . . "; ' & .
4P e had . & ] < R < [
* T-tests reveal di@@erences—in self—concépt and perceived social power

. .o MY Tes Yy
between the two groups -are nOt s1gn1ficant prior to their partlcipation
. ! f-,~,

in the experimental program. Aﬁ the end of the program, however,.bi—lingual

students in the’ experimental program have significantly increased their/
t b o T

social power scores as well as'achleving s1gn1f1cantly moye positive

. ¢

self—concept scores. Changes in the control gromp are much less dramatic-

It is evident that partic1pation in the expermmental bi-llngual bi-cultural
P [N
. o\’r ,’
Project Emerge program has providex Substantlye academic 1mprovement forx
T -
those in the program. In addltfon the self-concept and social powbr -

»

N

scores of students in the prqgram have substantial:%’ improved .. s R
- / . 7,
While the apparent success of this exgeffmental bi—lingual hfacultural (’

tutoring and enrichment program -is an 1mpqrtant finding for this paper,,
< “. ’
the more important focus,is with the analysis of the precise reasons why

@ . .
LI ’

students in the program did* so improve and also td find the reasons ‘why

- some students in the program improved more than others: Thus,‘for this

type off analysis, we turn to.correlation and regression techniques to in-
vestigate the‘configuration of dgtermihants of achievementlimprovement among
Project ; students.v Table S presents the correlgtioh matrix and
operationalization of all variables used in'the.regression anaiysis.

" T}BLES ’ .

Py

f Tk
Al

\Standardized and unstendardized regression’cqefficients for the
dependeﬁt variable of readiﬁg achievement scdges are ptesented in Table 6. .

(- ., TaBlEG6 . | -7

- - 1§ . .

Comparing standardized regression coefficients indic é&g social power

’,//exercises the largest effect on reading improvementfof all the variables . ‘-

included., Those hi—lingual students in the prggramfwhose socia}/pééer




< . A ? ’ , v T . % .
. ‘ - e L T N S . . :
¢ " Iy , . [ 4 :*" 1.-,,,.,‘;\\7~t v - . -
SR P ot Y . B . ) T T
. ) scores had 'incrgf:lsed: Iﬁanﬁested greater3 reading improvement. ;Other '
- . .o 5 P »
* important' factors contnibuifng;ﬁﬁ increages in reading achlevement include -
- - P . )‘\ hd . _. !‘»E . o R
. ' parental school appraisal, studeqt cultural development and parental educa— REREPAN
. Ny e~ et - N ). e LT X
ti6nal interegt‘ SEﬁd%n@ﬁ)in e program who gain?d the most in, reading ol

. V) . e ) e :
. achievement are those with greater'sanse of social power and increased ot '
4, , y o
4

Y
.

-~ ’ v “ - .« »

understanding of their Mexican culture.@hpge‘parents are not only more . S e

satisfied with their ehild's'achooi,:bnt offer-more‘snpport and epcouraée—“

1 - ~ P :’ .
‘ment for educaLional performance. 'Unstandardized'regression coefficients‘

- L4

1ndicate the real-effeht of an independent factor on the dependent variable ﬁ

) s -

or in the case of*parental school appraisal a. change of one unit in the

<

-

s

direction ‘of! positive parentai

ool appraisaL,resulté in a lO .119 poin;

increase in reading achievepent scores.

»

.3
1

-

“~

-

t ’ [ : s. ) * )
Fable 7,presents the results of- the regression ana}ysi% for the - -

dependent variable_of,ﬁath scores. ' - ¢ ..

.. . © /~TABLE 7 _

Standardized reéréssion coefficiénté'indicate social power perception L
-~ - .

L4 o . [4 1 . . P . . v v

. & * .’ . S

and self-concept and~parentai/eﬁucational_interest have the greatest-’

. -

direct effect on improvehent in mbth performance.' Uibtandardized coefficients.”

= ~ N a
LN s . - B

again reveal thé

-

. L ! N ;
impact,of each factor, with an dncrease ofsone unit in sense
R . . - : - N

;of social power, e.g., "prodn:ing" an increase of 12.8 points in . ‘ 3:

L~ , L LI

improvement in math s¢ores. Those students in the experimentai program

’ - . -

4 . <0, .
who improyed the most in nath achievement were*those students who had an .o
’ i ’ . . . N - . g . . ’

. . N ' . . 2o
sense of social powér, increased positive
L] ol ;, N ) ,

increase 1
I ) ‘ 4 [ \ e ) P ’ : " ., -
and‘who'péZe from families in which the parents' were interested in and spp- -
.= . ' . . . .

- < . - ’
) }eiﬁ&eoneept Tt e e

-

* * ‘ ' ~ - . ' .4
ported educationad: performance. ~5 - . PR :
> . . . . voa R - Le .
With the 1mportance of the effects. of social power. perception and’ )

. R . .

. self—concept for improvement in reading achieveﬁent and’ math achievement,,the

‘A

DU . : .
. v v
1 N ) ’ . '
2 . R L. .3
: . . R {a o . W,
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. @
;o Mexican American students, ac{ievament pé\rformance determines sense ‘of

P These mode],s are p‘resented and ‘utilized in .a de’scriptive mode«since precise

,
.v
. L. .. € o ) SR
. - B R . >t . N »
M # ) . » .
- . . ‘S’ K [ '%'5 . . . . .
w = * .
. 'w »

. C-F . )
: . Ly R S »
) f , R N . .o v
\ T W, % .. . [ - A
6 .\ . 7 rd ’
r'S

next-: step in the analysis was to’ invesfigate ‘the determinants of these two _‘- ‘ ] .

- \
o

psychplogical va'riables. Tables 8 and 9 present the’ results of regressions .

v

. -~ v . -

/ . .
run with sense of social power and selﬁ—concept (as. thé- dependent vari_ables. . .

oy e TABLES 8 and 9 - ~ v 3 ‘ ‘
B . : K . . . . R . ::"- . . . - Y .o . :
Singnificantly, parental socialization techniques exercise the’ largest *

N &
‘ . - 4 hd

-] .
- g ’ . -
. exerclslng a signlficant effect. In, an‘énaly 4
. v
important t_o‘check'on,poss'ibl_e reciprocal eﬁfegts @11c‘h would i validate /
the assumptio'n of recursiveness. For this 'reasdn social power ‘was ' -
~ . 5" . = . T a

* 4 -

/
included ftn the stepwise regression program fon ;he dependent variable of

. . . .

self-concept, but was not selected due to its lack of: rel&lonship to self- :

K concept. Slm1larly, self-concept was included i3 the regressioﬁ equ‘ation R

with social power as the”’ dependen\t variab  arid was rejected in data pro- ‘ g

.
¢
h .

_cessing due tp.its 'lack\f'associati‘on. . hﬁé»,.‘soci’a]; ;/;ower‘ 4nd self-concept
. . : ’ f

. . - . ’,") LI [ N » ]

- . ¢ L ' v r.

aré ’co?cluded to be 'rseparate, independent factors.. B:oth reading and math, . . .. ,

achievement séores Were 1ncluded ag independent var.iabhs in these same two' .

. ¢ AN

A S . :
r‘\gressions, but they too were mot sélected by the stepwise computer -, , '

. M ‘ .

proeedure. Thus, Wesconclude that there is no evidence that for bi lingual
f

'S . <

* .
b . .
.

, .. . .
soc:i,al powerg The cdnclusion o& thls paper is that self-—concept @pd sense . .

ef social power determ'iue achieVement performance independentlyr“v”" a\}* @

N »

On the ;results of these conclusions, tWo path models Were generated )
3 AR

Table 10? the path model for reading ach);lfevement and Table Il the path ., ]

+ ‘
M * - -~ » M = .- -

- mod&l for ma‘th achievement. " . . : ' . ‘

. -

S ,‘ © - TABLES 10 and 11 ., ST

M ' * S

te’sting of the model reprodpction, of th‘e correlation matrix and decomposition
. . ) - , d
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of effeéts must wait for the next papex from this data set. It is 'suf-- . .

' ""%1 3
ficient for the present, howeverg to' s ;ily state t at both are 2 stage -

- -

; . .
models in whic ‘a var ty of famil and <in ividual variables are conr -
sy Teriy of fanty sof s \

e ‘1' ceptualized as producing an impact on the bi-lingual students"self-con-

cept and sense of sOcial power which in tyrn, exercises moderate °
.o 7 ~
effects ‘on math and reading -achievement. f%provement. f . ' . .
3 \ . -
. . Al . . : . ‘
I : . ¢ . . x e, ‘. :
| ‘CONCLUSIONS : PR B | . -

. o . ' ~
. PN 3 N .o LAY '
~ - B . . N

k ~Poor educationaI‘achievement and atﬁéinment of bi-lingual‘Meﬁican Coc v
S .

American students was hypothesized to be. a function of both a lack of value

¥ £ \ -
of and support for education in the home,gnd of low expectations .of ’
‘? ‘ .
performance at school. While it yas not possiblazto test all aspects of - .

?
“this model with’the same type of analysié, dué to characterist1cs ofvthe

data set, general confirmation of the hypothesis is provided. ‘Students in

the experimental program'had been identified and labelled by - teachersg
™

2R : , '
The expectations of their rformancetwas’low. Responding ;o ) . '
: } ¥ .
' the experimental program techniques to improve cultﬂral awareness  and

.. .' .

develop positive self—concepts and increase perceived social power

‘é’* /?3

the positive achievement gains of the s@udents in the éxperimental program

.and staff.

- r . ,

demonstrates the effect of positive expectations in Yaising achievement.

1

The program also demonstrates the éase with which interve’ ion, programs
progr:

- & v .
)

Analysis of those students within the program demonstrates

''''''

can be utilized.

- N -

14 L] - -
the effect of,parénta} education interest and encouragement, and its effects

) — o ; -~ -
‘on achievement. . . ; g
¢ - . ~ .

At the end of the year, teachers' evaluations had also changed. SRS ‘]

' Now,
experimental program students were ‘identified as "hard working,"."intelliéent"

. 4
and "more mature".

. /
In the final analysis, participation in the program:did

- )
Y L . 5.
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-ty o
. change the child . Many ofgthe families, of the«children in the program R
had taken}p more active interest in the educational,activities~of-the child -3
and this along with devélopments and activities.within‘tﬁe program provided
- forlgrowth in:positive self*concept,and increased sensehogrsocial povertl, IR ?f
¢ - All of this comhined»innan;atmosphere of success in achievemenb to the point , . ‘ i/

‘that s1gnificant ‘increases.in learning .took place, or at lgast, the old o
. a7 -

/ v,
psychological impediments to learning or to communicatlng what had been

learned did not prevent the child frg effjexpression. But in order- to‘
change the child," it took a-f ical "change of the school‘" fbr the: !
type of bl—cultural bi—llngual, tutoring enrichment program evaluated in

th1s paper is nothlngushort of a complete 380 degree reversal of .the typicajf

~» . .
school experience most, Mexican Americans receive. -Our final conclusion‘ .

- J
is that it is ‘the school context that is.most important in'the'educationalf

"»

ach1evement and.attainment of bi-lingual Mexican American students. Thus,

-,

“we w0uld have to agree with Carter (1970) that’the only real solution to o

<

.. the low educational attainment and achievement of many bi~lingual Mexican

¥ £

' Americans is for a radical modification of the school to eliminate those ‘ s

$

factors which discourage success and produceﬂfailure. One interesting

’

- ’ / - )
conjecture from'this study.is that a hand-picked, sensitive, bi-lingual
staff is almost certainly a necessity. Another implication comes from the

' " . amount of input the Alliance ©of Mexican Americans made _into this program.
\ -
. ‘Some form of decentralized, partial community control would appear to be*an

important facet to the goal of equal educational opportunity. Until then, .

N~

“, it is simply all too easy for schools which exclude the Mexican Américan

culture, teacher and administrag;ar'(to paraphrase the words of Bowles and .
Gintis (1976)) to abandon the Mexican American stud‘ht in his quest for an
' equal opportunity so that he must take whatever work is available in the labor .

. mapiet: a market rife with prejudice and.exploitation.

Q - R ‘ - . [} A ’ ‘.
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) ; - A 8 S > > - - - . ,
F 2 ; Coe R - Pre~Test 1974 . <) . - Post-Test 1975 .
° N - ) ) . . . & L " ] i ’ .
‘ : :

Experimental Lo,
Cdndit}on ] ot " \ Foa ’ -~ :

? ) R
Control Ve . -19.69
Condition’ ... . e h
Ve . , , v . “

7 — ; — .
’ s 156 " t-test 2.48

t-test
§dg. = .85 o . Sigi = .02
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:ACHIEVEMENT SCORES: RESULTS ‘OF EXPERIMENTAL TREATMENT CONDITION e
/ . . 0‘ '“'C'Pre...'fest ‘»];9‘7[‘ ' B P_Ost—Test 1'9 75

«\ ° . . N , ‘ - -

»7 1890 ~(712)

" Expefimental . . 48,61

K Conflition. . . s e . - ‘ ~ . ,
» N , ) ) - L~ e j e , ¢ ':. ) \ . » :‘ .
a ntrol .- M 19.85 38.23 i L (72) .. ..
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TABLE 3 . , r
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, PLERS-HARKIS SELF-CONCEPT 'SCORES: RESULTS OF EXPERIMENTAL TREATMENT CONDITION

I
. g
» , \ L2

b

'

e .

"Pre-Test 1974 _Post-Test 1975

T B AN

\ . . R ' . v
Experimental : ( . . : . 95.32
Condition' ' '

Y ;"‘r" i
Control ‘L . . g " 61.58°  ° (72) -
Condition , .° ' o .

t-test . ", 436 . t-test 2,273
Sig, = .74 . _ Sig.: = .05

> -

£

“duy
¥ A
v

 TABLE .4

SOCIAL POWER SCORES:RESULTS OF EXPER;thTAL TREATMENT? CONDITION -

- - 5
P

o

Pre-Test '1974° . - Post-Test 1975 °

Experimental - ‘ . 23,48 ¢ L (72) .
Condition . L . ,
’ ! " ”» . ‘. . c . v NCT . t T
. Control E - 8.65 T (72),
Condi tion . . : )

'

b d

»

.t-test . 1,12,
\\ . Sig. =, 35 *
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INTERCORKE{ATION MATRIX
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ZX -XZ X Xg X

3447 5 76 11

T

/.
1.00, .634 /;Q 062 ,239 -,090 .349° ,030 . .235 ,249 242
AR ooé //087 " .062. .218 -.026 432 - .{ {9 .247 .249 .211 -\
' .269 .033 4273 . 91 .301 264
<, . - T R

. ° . (
.198 ,310° .290

024 067« .008"
1. 00 036" .065 .052 ,000
\II/ZO . J237 .44l .395 .23
53,226 1b44e
.053 ,133. 111
1.00 838 777

1.00 741

Xl' 1973 Reaching Achievement Metropolitan Achievement Testl
"X, 1973 Math Athievement, s
X3 1975 Reading Achievement "
X, . 1975 Math Achievement, RN
X Teacher s Expectatiqns, Survey scale, Felice (1972)
X@ Social Power ~ same questions' used by Coleman in the EEGS, Coleman, et.:
X, l966, pp. 281,288, lk
Xg . Sense ‘of* Control of Environment, same questions used by Coleman in the EEQS
) ) Coleman, et. al,, Equalit of Educational Opportunity, 1966 pp. 281,288
Xp Parentalﬁéocialization Mode Measured with items developed by Elder(lgé3) and
’ “Dpuvan .and Adelson(l966) relating to a‘ respondent's perception of parental
power as reasopaple’ ‘and rarional and with parental use of physical versus *
psychplogical forms of ‘rewards and punishments. .
Xlo Parental School AppraiSaL Measured by a 5 point seale on which parents ) Y,
indicated how satisfied they were with. their child's school. '
Xll ParentaI Educatiomal. Interest Measured by 'a gcale which combines, parents interest
in their child's edutation with the amount of encouragement they offer the
. chi}é to do welI ip school, to. finish homework assignments, etc.
X12 Student Cultural Development Combines parents resgonses. to questions concexning
the amount of material the child is learning ab t his Mexican cultural’
side and Program staff evdluations -about the .same . ' cL
X13 Parental SE§ Measured with. Hollingéﬁeads Two FactoJaIndex of Social Position

»

Y

. . , *

18 '
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TABLE 7

LR

DETERMINANTS OF MATH ACHIEVEWENI OF EKPERIMEVTALvBI—LIVGUAL PROGRAM SlUDENIS P

. N .
- r L . .
. .
. / L] .
.. .. [N = M ¢ .

>
° . P P

) . Unstandardized .Standagdized
Independent’ Variable Reoression Coefficient' Regression Coefficient *

P L

L

.

U' .

. % .
Social Power ¢ 12.807
-~ k .
Parental Educatinal Interest . . 6,266 °

btudent eif-Concept' " 0.283.

1974 Math 'Achievement : 0.227

-

Student Cultural Dgyéibpment.‘ - 2.936

T&acher's Expectations ‘ -'3}&49J
. : ; ’

Paréntal SES , o 1653, Y 4
(Cogstant) 2,414

o

a

R= .63281 \J, R? -= .40045

S Aﬂ.f:‘ . Sum of Squares Mean Square 'E
Regressian 7 ., 32344.565 4620.65 12.976
. Residgll" ™ o . 48426,937 . 356.08 Sig. = .000
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TABLE 8
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DETERMINANTS OF SOCIAL POWER SCORES OF EXPERIMENIAL BI-LINGUAL-STUDENTS
N Y 5 ; ‘ ;

-

I

[

: D

»

!
Independent Variable

3

“~, -~y

Unstandardized sStandardized|
Regression Coefficients Regréssion Coeffidients
ok

X4

F-Valué

. L

'Pareé???éiggializatioﬁ Mode

., Teacher's, Expectations

Parenta} SES
(Cénstant)

] . .
RN . -, »

‘o 498 - 1
..011

..173'
574

.

16.96

8.36

N <
- »w'
—— T s

-

R

"Régression
Residual \

75182

d. £,

3
140

B2 = 56524

~
a

Sum of'Squares
"

r v
..J F

o

Mean-'Square

&

47,444
36.493

60.671 « -
Sig. = .000

15. 815 —
0.261 «

<

-

-

.
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DETERMINANTS OF SELF-CONCEPT SCORES OF EXPERIMENTAL BI-LINGUAL PROGRAM STUDENT'S

y ‘ ¢

T

%

TABLE 9 S
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T

,
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———

Independent—Variahles

A ' |

)

Unétandardizéd

~ b

1 §tandardize¢

-

%Vdue

Regression Coefficienté' ,Raéression Coefficlents

-

P |

v

7

.

Teacher's Expectations =~
P

Parental Soct@alization Mode
Sex" of Subjecf
Parental SES."

(Constant)

501
LwThT @
9.271

4.321’:’ :
29.308 -

-
.

. v 0283 h
.336
".248

0151

—

13,382 -

v
20,845 -

12. 469

—

4.324

[

R

.
=

.58432

)
\

“ 5

- Regression . .
'\ 138

Residpal -

d.f.

)

,34283

Sum of Squares

18939.182
36461, 706

"3787. 36
- 264.22

2

mean Square”
e

F

14,36
Sig. = .000
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